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(The Commission convened at 1115 hours. ) 

HELMUT KNOCHEN, a witness, took the stand and testified 
as follows: 

BY CAPTAIN TUBRIDY:; 
^Q Your full name, please? 

A Helmut Knochen. 

9 Will you repeat this cath after me; 

I swear by tod, the Almighty and Omniscient, that I will 
speak the pure truth and will withhold and add nothing. 

(The witness repeated the oath.) 

DR. HANS GAWLIK; I questioned this witness concerning 
the duties, goals and methods of the S.D. in France, as well as 
of the parts that made up the S.D. in France. I want to state 
definitely that I will lirit my questions to France. 

BY DR. X GAWLIK: 
Q What was your duty in France? 


4 I was from May, 1942, Chief of the Security Police 


and the S.D. 
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Q What job did you have from 1940 to 1942 in France? 


a i was in charge of an office of the Security Ministry 


and which at that time was organized by Standartenfuehrer Thomas. 

Q How long did you have that job? 

A I had that job until my appointment as chief of the 
ci NE dec CL TAN 

Q From when? H0928 — 0003 

After the occupation of Paris in June, 1940. 
Under whom was the Police in France? 

A The Police Administration was under the military 
command. 

Q During the whole time? 

A From 1940 to 1942 entirel- but with the naming of 
a higher 3.8. and police official, part of the police duties 
went over to the S.S. and Polizeifuehrer. 

Q S asd your superior officeras chief of the Security 
Police and S.D. in France? 

A The higher S.S. and Police Chief, General Oberg. 

Q What units were under you as chief of the Security 
Police and S.D. in France? 

A It was usually the security commandants that were at 
the place, at the office of the French regional prefects. That 
is, the chief of a certain region. There were 16 commanders. 

Q I would like now to know from you the relation of these 
security police and S.D. in France. Was that a united group or 
did the S.D. remain as a single organization? 


A The S.D. remained independent within the office of the 
chief of the Security Police and the various commanders of 
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Security Police detachments. 
Q Do you know what is meant under "Personal Unłon"? 
A Yes, I understand from that, the composition of 
various officers under one leader, under one chief. 


Q And isn't 1t also one of the other facts that various 


units had to remain independent with the exception that they 


had one and the same chief? 

A Yes, that I understand. 

Q Therefore, between the Security Police, the S.D., was 
there such a personal union? 

A yes, it was an office -- 

Q I don't care for the other; the answer is yes or no. 

THE INTERPRETER: Shall I give the whole answer? 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY; I don't think the record is quite 
clear, as it is now. 

M. HENRI MONNERAY: T ask that the witness not read from 
the paper. He is giving testimony from notes. He has been long 
enough in Frsnce to know his own organization. 


BY CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: 


Q Will you dispense with your notes and answer without 


A They are just a few notes, not any answers, and up to 
now I did not use any of them. 

Q Well, Gould you please answer without using them? 
BY DR. GAWLIK: 

Q How many S.D. officers were there in France? 


A There were as many S.D. officers as there were commanders. 
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Q Did the members of the S.D. in France ma wear a 
uniform? 

A Yes. 


Q What uniform? 


A The 2$ 5.85. £ uniform with the S.D. insignia. 


Q Were these uniforms only worn by the 3.D. or also by 
members of mxxmkgx other organizations? 

A No, the S.D. insignia was also worn by -- 

Qa Answer my question yes or no -- 

COLONEL SMITH W. BROOKHART, JR.; The question is, 
"Did only S.D. members wear the uniform?" May I suggest that 

question 

this form of/saxamknmikxmm may be permitted on cross-examination, 
there 1s no rule that vould permit Counsel to circumscribe the 
witness's testimony on direct? May we have full answers? 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY; We would like to have the informa- 
tion coming from the witness. YWsu x Will you please 
phrase your questions so that the information will come from 


the witness and not phrase them in such a way that you inform 


the witness as to what you would like to have him answer. 
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Q I suppose that in the English-American procedure you sre supposed to 
answer "yes" or "no", 
CAPTAIN TUSRIDY: Om his direct examination, please have him phrase 


1A Pu 
bis question so that the information comes from the witness and nd from tke 
ce rn tC 4 f 


BY DR. GAWLIK; 
Q I therefore ask were the uniforms only worn by the SD or other persons? 
A Other persons also wore these uniforms. 


Q Did pople who did not belong to the party or other erganizations wear 


the uniforms? 

A Yes. 

Q What ether persons wore the uniform with the SD insignia? 

A All that belonged to the office of the Security Police and the SD. 

Q Can you tell me the number of persons that were employed by the Chief 
of the Security Police and the SD in all France? 

A There were in all of France about 2,500, 

Q How many of them were members of Amt. 3 of the Reich Security Office? 

A From ten to twelve persons, ! 


Q How many of them were members of Amt. 6, the foreign information or 


intelligence unit. 


A About 30 to 35 people. 


CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: You mean of the 2,5007 


DR. GAWLIK: Yes. 
BY DR. GAWLIK: 
Q In other words, even though only 60 to 65 people belenged to the SD 


offices of Ant. 3 and 6, between 2,400 and 2,500 persons wore the uniform of 


f£ 
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the SD in France, Is there an explanation for this? 

A Yes, 

Q What explanation? 

A With the introduction of a higher SS and Police leader the members 
of the Secret Field Police and the military personnel that worked with these 


police were taken over by the higher SS and Poliee leader. All these people, 


according to en order, had to wear the SS uniform with the SD insignie thereon. 


These people were no longer members of the army and were takeh over by the 
Security Police. The moment they left the army, they were declared essential 
for the Security Police and were taken ower completely by the SD, meaning 
that they were under the jurisdiction of the SS Police. 

Q Did this lead to the fact that senetines people who had nothing te 
do with the office were considered members of the SD? 

A Yes. 

Q Can this be said to be true of members of the Gestapo and the Crime 
inal Police, 

A Yes for both of these, 

Q Did French citizens say themselves were menbers of the SD? 

A Yes, such cases are known. 

MR. MONNERAY: I am sorry to interrupt. I believe we are only 
interested in the SD. I think the qw: stion whether or not French citizens 
were a member of this association is irrelevant. 

DR. GAWLIK; Far be it from me te reproach French citizens with 
being members of the SD. My only purpose in putting the question was not 
to point out that French citizens were members of the SD, Dr. Merkel just 


told me that the Tribunal has edmitted this question. 
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CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: I understand your point, Are you trying to prove 
that French citizens were members of the SD or said they were members of the SD? 

DR. GAWLIK: Just if they said they were members of the SD and I state 
this reason, they carried out illegal activities which the SD is now accused of 
carrying on. 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: You will have to direct the question to specific 
facts and incidents if that is what you are trying to point out. 

DR. GAWLIK; I was just going to ask that question. My next question 
is can you give me any example. 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: Also the number of these incidents, 

DR. GAWLIK; Yes, the witness will be able to state that, 

BY DR. GAWLIK; 

Q My first question is, did French citizens style themselves to be members 
of the SD in order to accomplish illegal aims and my next question is can you 
give examples, 

A Yes, such incidents have become known first from the investigation of 
the Criminal Police where Frenchmen tried to carry out confiscations and secondly, 
there were also political incidents, 

MR. MONNERAY: The witness is only dealing with individual cases, 
which are not it seems to me in any way connected with the general aims of the 
SD. 

DR. GAWLIK: A bundle of document files have been submitted in which 


it states that the SD has committed such and such an offense, 


MR. MONNERAY: The documents presented by the prosecution in this con- 


nection are official German decuments which give the names of official German SD 
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AL 
officers, therefore, the defense counéil does not meet the objection I brought 


before the commission, The question is whether or not individual French 
citizens pretend to be members of the SD, a question which does not deal 
with the aims and general ESEN of the SD, 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY; What the defense counaíl is trying to prove is 
the fact that crimes charged against the SD were not committed by the SD, 
but by persons who said they were members of the SD, It would appear teze 
to be a proper defense if it could be established, Mr. Monneray, in this 
case the defense counéil could qute documents presented by the prosecution 
in which the SD was not involved, but French citizens pretending to be members 
of the SD, 

DR. GAWLIK; These are just preliminary questions. I will then turn 
to my documents and also refer to the text in which it states the SD is 
alleged to have committed such and such a crime, 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: Council may proceed, 

BY DR. GAWLIK; 

Q Can you give a cleser description of individual incidents that you 
remember? 

A For example, I can cite an incident where French Police reported to 
the Security Police and the SD and brought along a Frenchman who said he was 
a member of the SD. This man haé seizea@ 200,000 francs from French people, 

Q What was not true? 

A It was not true thet this Frenchman had any rel^tionship whatsoever 
to the SD. 

Q About when did this happen? 


A In the year 1943, 





* 0) 


Pg. 5-Take 2 
Meehan 
31 May. 

Q Where did this happen? 

A In the area or perhaps in the city of Paadict or in that area, as the 
commendant reported to me, 

Q Do you know of any other cases? 

A I can give the best example by telling ym that the office of the 
Commaridant in Paris had such & great number of these cases to deal with that 
a department for these cases was established to handle the peovle who alleged 
to be members of the SD and Gestapo and zave faulse statements as to their 
identy. 

Q Can you express in numbers how many of these cases were handled during 
one month? 

A No, I cannot answer that question. This matter was the concern of the 
Paris city commandant, 

Q My line of evidence now turns to the accusation that members of the 
SD in France took part in a number of conspiracies referring to Letter C ef 
ihe Triumvirate, beginning with paze 17 of the German version. What were the 
aims and objectives of the SD Office 3 in France? 

A Department 3 received its directives from Office 3 of the Reichs 
Main Secufity office, This was true of France too because there was a per- 
sonnel shortage and nat all matters of Ant. 3 could be handled there, there- 
for the main task or the main work done their concerned itself with reperts 
on the effect of German measures on the German population. Economic questions 
pleyed a large part in this, For example, food rationi ng cards had been ine 


troduced, The chapter concerning the black market was an important one in 


the economic sector. A number of special envoys of Germany were employed, 


whose work very often covered the seme work that had to be carried out by 
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the administrative offices of the Economic Department in France, The main 
point of this war brining about an improvement of the state of affairs existe 
ing. Labor employment also played a very important part, It would appear 
that such measures would have a tremendous effect on the French population 
and their feelings and opinions, 

Q What reports dià the SD hand into Amft. 3 in Berlin concemning the 
black market and labor em: loyment? 

A There were many conflicts. The black market was to be suppressed, 
however if German Officers had bought mthe black market and then were 
expected to fight the black market. The same is true in the administrative 
sector and the propaganda sector where there were absolute contradictions 
where German of fices were established and these offices worked according te 
various directives which had to be given by the German Police Office or by 
meens of the German embassy or the propaganda unit, together with its military 
commandant, 

* What wer the aims and objectives of the SD Amt, 6 in France? 

A Department 6 also received its orders fror Amt. 6 of the Reichs 
Main Security Office, The main task of this department was reports on 
French political organizations end diverse political organizations and 
diverse French parties and directives. Another was the building up of an 
intelligence service in France, which was above al’ to try to get news from 
outside of France and to use France as a depository for such news and infor- 
mation. 

Q While you worked in France did you know that Hitler, tegether with 
other persons, were members of a secret group or agreement to commitf crimes 


against pesce, war or humanity and to persecute Jews and Churches? 
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Do you know if other members of the SD employeé in France knew of 


They probably knew as little as I. 
Did you gather this from conversations you had with SD members? 
Yes. 
Q Could you answer the question as to whether members of the SD employed 
in France took part in any such a plean? 
A I do not know thet any member took part in any such a plan. 
Q Do you consider it impossible? 
A Yes. 
Q Did a member of the SD employed in France know that the war that 
German was waging was an aggressive war. 


A No. 


Q Did they know that all measures which had been taken by the party 
leadership and state leadership were in contradiction to the international 
law? 

A Wo, 

Q Were the activities of the SD known to the French Government at that 
time. 

A Yes. 

Q Had Petain given his agreement to the SD activities that is concerning 
the handling of intelligence and information matters, 

A Yes. e 

Q Were the members of the SD employed in France convinced that Petein's 


government was a legal government as far as international law is concerned, 
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A Yes 

Q Did the members of the SD employed in France have any influence 
on the selection of the Leaders of the party and its formations in France? 

A Wo, the SD had ET GNE general reports on these parties and had 
no influence on the regul ations and directives of such parties. 

Q IfI understood you cofrectly, the SD gave only purely objective 
reports on party conditions in France? 

A Yes, 

Q Did the SD in France carry on any espionage or spying activities? 

A I imagine you and I understand the same thing as to the word "Spitzel". 
I unéerstand that 2 "Spi tzel" is a man who for money or other remumeretion 
gives out information on foreign affairs. 

Q As I understand the term "Spitzel", it is a man whose main work is 
to hand over people to the authorities. Was this the work of the SD in 
France? 

A No, 

Q Did the SD in France check on the trust worthiness and reliability 
of the Germans employed in France? 

A No. 

Q Did elections take place in France? 


A No - not that I remember. 


Q I shall turn to War Crimes of which the SD has been accused in 


France. Rule 6 of the Triumvirate. I now turn to Letter B from Page 39 


on of the German Version 6-B. My evidence is onlygoing to confine itself 
te France. Were their prisoner of war camps in France? 


A Yes. 


Q Under whose aMiministration and guard were these camps in France? 
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A All such camps in France were solely under the jurisdiction of the 
Military Commander, 

Q Was the SD ever called upon to direct, manage or guard any personnel 
of war camps in France, 

A No, never. 

Q Did the SD in France have any special units or formations in order to 
select people who were unéesirable for political or racial reasons and to 
execute them? 


A No, 


Q I now refer to Letter C of the Triumvirate, page 42 of the German ver- 
Sion. Do you know of the decree bulletin of March 4, 1944? 

A No, 

Q I should like to submit Decument PS 1650 USA 246. Who had te do with 
the carrying out of this decree in France, the Security Police or the SD? 

A Neither the Secucity Police or the SD, 

Q Then you can answer my next question. Did putting this order into effect 

belong to the work of the activities of the SD in France. 

A No. 

Q Can you give any definite reason for this stetement? Look at the 
reference number, 

A This decreef was issued by Amt. 4, 

Q Could you explain what Amt. 4 means? 


A Amt. 4 is the executive office of the Gestapo, 
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Did the SD in France have any executive power at all? 
No, 
Was the SD employed in order to carry out this decree? 
No. 
Q Did the members of the SD know of the existence of the decree 
bulletin at all? 
A No, 


Can you give any definite reason for this. 


Q 
A This decree was never sent to France. 
Q 


I now turn to Letter D of the Triumvirate, Were there concentration 
camps in France? 
A Yes, there were French concentration camps in France, 
Q In order to clarify the matter, who directed these camps? 
A These concentration camps were directed by the French Government as 
fas as I know before the yeer 1940, 
Q Who managed and supervised these camps? 
The French Government and its executive offices alone, 


Who was responsible for sending people into the concentration 


The French Police, 

Di& the SD have anythhng to do with sending people into these 
camps or directing these cemps, such as guarding or supervising then. 

No. 

Did the SD ever carry on tertures in the concentration camps? 

No, the SD personnel never dic interfere in these camps, 


In order to clarify, did the SD carry on any executions in the J 
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concentration camps. 


A No, 


Q What other kinds of camps were there in France? 


A There were the so-called Police Detention Camps, which were directed 
by the German authorities. 
Q Who managed these Police Detention Camps? 
A The Military Commandant and his Military administration, 
Q From which organization were the guards teken for these camps? 
A The guards were German soldiers and they were placed at the dis- 
posal of the camps by the German Military authorities. 
Q Did the SD have anything to do with thésePolice Detention Camps? 
A Wo, 
Q Did any change 2s to this take place after the institution of the 
higher SS and Police Fuehrer? 
A No, 
Were there internment camps, 
Yes. 
Who was placed in internment camps? 
Citizens of those countries with which Germany was at war. 
Who manageé these Intermment camps? 
The military commanant and the military administration, 


Which organization gave the gmards for these camps? 


» © » o » o P a 


The Wehrmacht and at the order of the Military Commandant. 
Q Did the SD carry on any work or have any part at all in these 


Internment camps. 


A Wo, not that I know of, 
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Wo, 
Were there labor training camps? 
No, not in France. 
Did the SD have prisons in France? 
No, 
Who instituted the Wehrmacht Detention Inst&tution? 
Also the military commandant 
Did the SD have anything to do with this? 
No, 
E 

Q I now refer to Letter # of the Triumvirate. Was it one of the tasks 
of the SD in France to have a hand in the deporting of French citizens for 
labor purposes into Germany? 

A No. 

Q Was the SD ever employed for this? 

A Ne, 

Q Would such tasks be within the scope of the activities of the SD in 
France? 

A No. 

Q Who was responsible for these measures? 

A The militery government. There was a special office within the 
ministry government called the office for Labor Enforcement. 

Q I now refer to Letter F of the Triumvirate, page 47. I should like 
to submit the Commando order of October 14, 1942, Dec, Ps 498, U. S, Version 
501. Did the execution of this commando order belong to the tasks of the SD 
in France, 


A No, 


Q Was the SD employed to arrest any of the allies who had taken part in 


/ V 
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the so-called commando activities? 

A No, I don't remember of apy case, 

Q I refer you to No. 4 of the Order where it says: "If individual mem- 
bers of such commandoes fall into the hands of the Wehrmacht in any other way, they 
are to be handed over to the SD immediately." Your testimony is in contra- 
@iction to these statements in this decree. What can you say in reply? 

A Putting this order into effect, carrying out thie order would have 
meant an Executive action, but the SD never carried on any executive work, that 
was the work of the Security Police Department 4. 

Q Yes, but what ie your explanation for the term SD in the Commando 
order? 

A I knew that the practise was very wide spread which mistakenly used 
the initiale SD when it really meant Gestapo and Security Police, 

Q Will you please look at the signature? Who signed this Commando 


Order? 


A Hitler, personally. 


Q Do you believe that even Hitler could have made this mistake? 

A Yes. 

Q Can you give any more definite reasons? Did this mistake of the term 
take place even in the highest office? 

A Yes. I know that the same mistakes were made by the Commanders in 
Chief and by the Military Commandant. 

Q You mean to say that the carrying out of this Gommando order is 
merely an executive matter. Only the Gestapo anà the Oriminal Police had 
such executive power and the SD as an intelligence service had no such 
executive power and therefore could not carry out this order. Is that true? 


A Yes, 
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Q Will you look at the distribution? Does the distribution clear up 
anything as to whether the Security Police or the Security Service were to 
carry out this order. 

A It says here that the letter wes directed by the distribution to the 
Main Office of the Security Police. 

Q What offices wovld have to be mentioned in the distribution? 

A I don't know if a specification order @istribution would have been 
made as to Amt. 3, 4 or 6 in this order, but if it were issued by the Reichs 
Main Security Office it would have to he directed to Amt. 3 or 6, but I don't 
know if any orders which were to be carried out by executive power were ever 
directed to Amt. 3 and 6, 

Q I should now like to submit a command of the High Command of the 
Army, dated August 2, 1942, P.S. 553, U. S, Version 500, Will you please read 
this order through anë then tell me if carrying out this order belonged to the 
work of the SD in France? 

A It was not the work of the SD to carry out the execution of this order. 

Q Was the SD in France ever used to put this order into effect? 

A No, 

Q Can you clarify your opinion? 

A The questions dealing with sabatage or counter or defense sabatace 
were treated by Amt. 4. 

Q Perhaps you better tell us what Ant, 4 was? 

A Amt. 4 was the department that had to deal with the matter concerned 
with Amt. 4 of the Reichs Main Security Office. 

Q I should now like to submit to you a letter of April 5, 1944, PS 


385, U. S. 806. Was the carrying out of this order the work of the SD? 


Le 
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Was the SD used to carry out this order? 
No, 
Is this already evidenced by looking at the reference numbers, 
Yes under Letter 6 it says that the Chief of Amt. 3 and 6 were 
being handed this order for their information only. It would have said so 
if carrying out this order had been one of the tasks of the SD, Amt. 3 and 
-6 would have had to be mentioned in Paragraph 5 and specific reference would 
have been made to the fact that they were to cooperate with the other 
offices, 
Q I don't believe you mentra answered my question if this was proven 
by the reference number, 
A Yes, it is also evidencmfrom the reference number from the issuing 
office of Amt. 4. 
Q If it had belonged to the work of the SD, your reference file number 
would have had to be given there? 
A Yes, the reference number of a department of Amt. 3. 
Q Instead of Roman numeral 4, it would have read Roman numeral 3. 
A Yes, 
Q I now refer to a letter of June 23, 1944 dealing with the treatment 
of commande members with reference to the commando order of October 18, 1942, 
It is a teletype issued by the Commander in Chief West. It is Document 531 PS- 
U.S. 550. Will you please look at the sefond last paragraph and note that 
it says that the cases of living members of the commandoes that have fallen 
into our hanés, ere to be turned over to the SD. What do yeu say to that? 


A Here the SD has been confused with the Gestapo and the Security Police. 
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Q I should now like to refer to Doc, 532 PS, RF 368 and 551 PS also 


US 551. This is the reply to the document that I have just submitted, 


Documents 531 and 532 PS. This order was not approved by Hitler as stated by 


Biddle in the testimony of April 4, 1946 in the German minutes of the Session, 
page 7188 and 7189. For this reason, the version of the order became 
Document 551. In this Document it says that members of allied or enemy 
forces that fall into our hands alive are to be handed over to the SD. What 
can you say in reply here? 

A Here too the SD cannot have been meant, but the Security Police. 

Q I should now like to submit to you a latter order of the Security 
Police and SD of January 5, 1945 - 535 PS, U.S. 807, Please look at the 
date and tell me if this decree was carried out in France at all, 

A The order was issued a long time after I had been in France. I was 
recalled from France in August of 1944, 

Q State very briefly conditions in France after the allied landing and 
state whether the SD carried out any activities after this cate. 

A After the invasion - I might even say weeks before the invasion = the 
entire command of authority was transferred to the military offices. Orders 
issued by the Commander in Chief West and the Military Commandant said that 
military offices were to be selected of which the military battle commandants 
were to be in charge. The work of the SD, as such, could no longer be 
carried out empecially concerning reports to the officers as the communications 
to these offices had been interrupted, This was reporting solely for the in- 
formation of the field commandants or by the chief of Amt. 3 for the Military 
Commandant in France, 


Q Could one say that the SD stocked its activities upon the landing of 
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the allies in France. 


A Yes, one might say so for there were no further directives issued 


by Amt. 3, 
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POINTED BY THE INTERNATIONAL MILITARY TRIBUNAL 
PURSUANT TO PARAGRAPH 4 OF THE ORDER OF THE 
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31 MAY 1946 


COMMISSIONERS: 


Captain Joseph Tubridy 
Mr. Rasumov 


TNXXXE 
(The Commission convened at 1400 hours.) 

COL. NEAVE: Dr. Gawlik, before you begin your examination of the 
witness, I have a number of announcements to make. The Tribunal has in- 
structed m to read the following order, which will be ciem on the 
bulletin board in the Defense Information Center. 

"First, the hearing of witnesses for organizations before the Com- 
mission will eease on Friday, July 5. Second, the Commissioners will X 
endeavor to hear as many witnesses as possible for each organization within 
that period. Thirdly, applications for witnesses to be heard in Court should 
be made to the General Secretary as soon as the witness has been heard on 
Commission," 

That notice will be published in the Defense Informetion Center by 
Lt. Cmdr. Scheurer. The second notice , to which I wish to direct your atten- 
tion, is also going to be put on the notice board in the Defense Information 
Center. Xipguxfurx 


It refers to witnesses or rather, prospective witnesses who have not 


yet arrived in Nurnberg, and it asks defense counsel to cooperate in sending 


in Lists of the mosts important witnesses, so that the military authorities 
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can give special priority to their being brought to Nurnberg. 

The third thing is that the tribunal ruled yesterday that the principle 
that all witnesses will be heard on Commission whether or not they are subse- 
quently heard in Court, will be uphdd, and that the application of Dr. Laternser 
in that respect is denied. 

Finally, will defense counsel please comply with the request which 
was mentioned last night by Capt. Tubridy, and which should be published on 
the next board in the Defense Information Center, that they should submit 
to the Commissioner a short, written statement of the matters that they wish 
to prove. If possible, and if there is time to do it, we shall be glad to 
have this translated into English beforehand, and if sut Defense Counsel 
have any difficulty about getting that done, I shall be glad to help. Would 
all Defense Coum el, therefore, please comply with that request? 

There will be a meeting of Defense Counsel in my room at 10:00 o'clock 
tomorrow, Saturday morning. 


THE SD 


( Continued 
HELMUT KNOCHEN, j 
Direct examNinationv — (Resamed). 


‘CAPT, TUBRIDY: We will proceed with the examination. 
BY DR. GAWLIK: 
Q Iam now coming to single phases of the Commando order. I present to 
you document C-176, GNe228. It concerns two marine soldiers that were found 
difikxdrifikix£kdrifting toward land in a rubber life raft. First, look at 


the photostatic may copy. 


(Witness is handed document C-176.) 
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£z On page 710 it states, "C Commander Gascogne reports the handing 
over of the two men with their material that was found with them at 4:15 
to S. D. Bordeaux." 
What did S. D. Bordeaux have to do xkkh in this case? 
A tx S. D. Bordeaux had nothing to do with this. The real order read 
"Gestapo Bandits", 


Q It also says here, concerning the call of the personal referendum to 


the Chief of the SD in Paris, "SS Obersturmfuehrer Dr. Schmitz." Who was 


Dr. Schmit 2? 
A Dr. Schmits was the personal reference to the Chief of the Security 
Police and the SD. 
title 
Q Is the xzxpyXxmzkkmm, Commissioner or Chief of the SD in Paris correct? 
A Nod 
Q What should have been the correct name? 
A The Commissioner or Chief of the Security Police Xx and the SD. 
Q Therefore, was the SD, that is, AMT III or AMT WE IV, the organization 
or the group to take care of this? 
A No, - only could have been AMT IV. 
Q Onthe same page it continues. 
"After conversations with the Chief of the Leadership staff, the SD 
is advised to get the permission from the headquarters director." 
Is the word SD correct here? 
No. 
How should it read. 
Office of the Security Police and SD Bordeaus, 


On the end of the document, it says that the two British 
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were shot by a group from the Harbor £muxiximwmx Commissioner Boards, a group 
with the strength of 60 men, together with one officer of the SD, on order of 
the Fuehrer. 

COL. GRIFFITH JONES: I wonder if Dr. Gawlik would tell me which x 
document book this was presented in. In what stage of the Prosecution's docu- 
ments was this presented? 

CAPT. TUBRIDY: Dr. Gawlik, would you give us the docum ent reference 
of that document $7 

COL. GRIFFITH JONES: I have got tne number of it, I would like to know 
in what Prosecution Document book it was put in, or what particular presentation. 

DR. GAWLIK: I will check that. 

COL. GRIFFITH JONES: Perhpas Dr. Gawlik will let me know later. 

DR. GAWLIK: Yes. I think it was presented in court during the meeting 
in court, and I will see if I can give you the number of the periodical, 


BY DR. GAWLIK: 


Q What do you have to say to this? 


A What was the last question. 

Q Concerning the officer of the SD that was taking pert. 

À He probably was not a member of AUT TIT, but a member of AMT IV that 
handed back these prisoners to the Navy after their questioning. 

© Maybe you can give a more specific reason why it probably was not 
a member of AMT III, but a member of AMT IV? 

A In this phase, it is concerning defensive questioning, and especially 


when it concerned matters of defense the SD did not do any questioning/ what- 


soever, 


Es 





EINE 


Take 3, Page 5 
31 lay 1905 


Q Was it xxk part of the duties of the SD in France to take part in exe- 


cutions? 

A No. 

Q I now present to you a document, F-12)4, same as RF-1244. It is con- 
cerning a refusal for clemency by the high court, the highest military court 
with the Army in France on the 6th of August 1942. Read the document. 

(Docume nt presented to witness, who reads same, ) 
Were those three French citizens sentenced by a court of the SD? 
No. 

Q Maybe you can give me a more specific reason for that? 

A It is clear, from the document, that it is a sentence of a court martial 
of the military commissioners of France. Once in Evreux, and once in Epinal. 

Q Were there any SD courts in France? 

A No. 

Q Did the SD have anything to do with the execution of witnesses? 

A No. 

Le the statement by the Prosecution 

Q Therefore, Econ IkcdxeocRyocounrickmooxkxkewt, during the questioning 
of Keitel on 8 April 1946 on page 7377 of the Germen transcripg, that he was at 
one time sort of an appeal court for the SD in France correct? 

A No. 

Q Can you give the reason for that? Why that is not correct? 

A From this letter, it is evident that the high military court with the 
military commissioner in France had rendered these sentences, and that the 
appeals for clemency were on à military basis to Hitler, in one case. 


Q I do nd think your explanation is clear enough. This document was 


presented by the Prosecution to xxmmxx prove that Keitel actually was a sort 


JAG 
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of appeal court for the SD at tines. 
I ask you now, did the SD have anything to do with the sentencing 
and with the execution of the sentence? Who sentenced these three citizens? 
The military courts. 
who refused a clemency appeal? 
General Field Marshall Keitel. 
And who executed the sentences? 

A These three men that were sentenced to death were executed ingm connection 
with the reprisal of the higher SS and police leaders. Otherwise, all three of 
them would have been shat by the military court, and its executive canmand. In 
other wards, they were shot together, or with those tha were sentenced to 
death in connection with the reprisal measurements. 

Q I therefore ask you now, were they shot by members of the SD or members 
of the other organiza ion? 

A They weref not shot by the SD. 

Q I now come to the document Ps-1276, US-520. 1t is a letter from the 


Chief of the Security Police and the SD, mm dated 17 June 1944, and it concerns 


the arrest of warious para chuters of French nationality in pritish uniforms. 


In the document, it is stated that these members of the commardo groups were 
handed over to the Security Police. On the original document, there is a 
note which reads: 
They 
"fae were arrested by the SD/'x 
This remark is from à German office. I now ask you, if it says on the 


original document that these members of the commando troops were hamed over 


to the Security Police, would it necessarily mean that they were arrested by/ 


Zá 


the SD? 
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A No, the remark is wrong. 
(Document is shown to witness.) 

LT. WHITNEY HARRIS: I think it is proper that the documents be showh 
to the Tribunal in order that the relation of these entries Xxxx be noted. 

‘he two entries that defense counsd has reference to are in widely zxmuxfÉk s- 
parated paragraphs, and i think that the witness should see the document so 
that mw he is aware of that fact. 

CAT. TUBRIDY: Lt. Harris, do you have reference to this particular 
document? 

LT. WHITNEY HARRIS: Yes, this particular document that he is referring 
to right now. 

CAPP. TUBRIDY: May 1 have your objection again, Lt. narris? 

LT. WHITNEY HARRIS: Counselnas statedy-he has put a kygccg hypothetical 
question to the witness in asking him if the document states that these parachuters 
were to be turned over to the Security rolice. Then the notation opposite that 
gua. that the arrests were made by the SD, is presumably erroBBous, whereas 
in fact, upon the document, that notat ion is made opposite an entry which refers 
to the security Police and the SD, in paragraph 1 of the document. in other 
words, i do not think that Counsel has accurately described this document in 
his question to the witness. 

DR. GAWLIK: It says here, before the last paragraph: 

"I consider it essential that the necessary orders should Mm also be 
given from there in order that the individual unit of the armed forces may 
not, X as has often been the case, interpret them wrongly and turn the 
commando troops over to the Security Police instead of slaughtering them in 


combat or if they retreat." 


J x 
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in this sentence I also want to point out that the security police 
is mentioned, and not the SD. In other words, they were to be handed over 
to the Security Police and there ism no mention of the SD at all. 

LT. WHITNEY HARRIS: If the Court please, my whole point is that 
this paragraph refers to the handing over to the Security Police by the 
Army. It does not refer to the original arrest. exx Presumably, arrests 
could have been made by the SD ami Security Police on its omn, in cases 
where these arrests were handedg over by the Army. I do not see any importance 
in this entry on the end of the line opposit& this paragraph wm to which the 
counsel has reference. It is the first paragraph which indicates that presumably 
members of the SD did make arrests, presumably, since it was written, as 
counsel says, by a member of the SD charged with carrying out this type of 
order. 

BY DR. GAWLIK: 
Q Then I ask the witness, did the sD have any orders to arrest people? 
A No. 

CAPT. TUBRIDY: Just a minute. Do you concede that the prior question 
should be stricken out, Dr. Gawlik? 

DR. GAWLIK: No, why should it be strickeh out? 

CAPT. TUBRIDY: Because Lt. Harris has a point in what he says. 

DR. GAWLIK: I think that there is a misunderstanding here, and I wart 
to clear up with further questions that the SD did not have anjthing to do vith 
arresting people. 

CAPTL TUBRIDY: Yes, but you are trying to use an incorrect entry to 
do that, and the document is more or less self-explanatory, and by questioning 
the witness in 2 manner that you are, a mmx different meaning is given than 


would be by reading the document itself. If you want to question the v&tness 
4g 
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as to whether the document states what was a common practice, tummgannamy then 
you may do so. 

DR. GAWLIK: But Mr. Commissioner, I can also ask the witness concerning 
the xwxxkx remarks on the mmgx edge of the letter. The witness is the sole 
person who can testify because he vias the Commissioner of theSecurity Police 
and SD in France, the person mentioned in this letter. The doc ument contains 
a mistake with this remakk. I do not know whether that is clear. The original 
could prove that this is a mistake. 

CAPT. TUBRIDY: Are you attempting to prove that this is a mistake? 

DR. GAWLIK: Yes, that is the point of the questioning. 

CAPT. TUBRIDY: Very well. 

WITNESS: May I ask a question concerning this? 

DR. GAWLIK: You may state what you want to say , but you cannot ask 
a question. 


WITNESS: I notice, after this remark,a question mark, and I am 


wondering whether the reader was not wondering whether this arrest was made 


by the Security Police or by the military. 
BY DR. GAWLIK: 

Q Xx IL ask you, regarding this quotation, "Therefore arrested by SD", 
is thef remark right or wrong? 


À The remark is basically wrong, because this was not the duty of the 


Read the document and tell me. 
(Witness reads document. ) 
Yes. 


iho did the arresting, the Security Police or the SD? 
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A I suppose from this letter thet it was neither the Security Police 
or the SD. 

Q If somebody did arrest these people, whan could it have been, the SD 
or the Security Police? 


A Then the Security Police. 


Q How do you explain this incorrect remark? 


That is probably because the name SD was usually used also to designate 


Security Police. 
Q I now come to the document F-257, equl to RF-405. It is the Field 
Day book of the Field Command 588, concerning Staff 588. 


COL. GRIFFITH JONES: May 1 have the original? 
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By DR. GAULICK: 


Q Look at m ge 2 on top. There it says: 


"In the area of issoir, where with a group 
officer 
one XXxXbow, nine policemen wi th the SD, three terrcarists 


were arrested." It continues: "In the tom d Cantal it 
occurred near Mammal, & larger unit of 16 field police- 
men with the SD and air force - during this action four 
terrorists were shot and arrested." What does XNK "SD" 
mean in this case? 

A "SD" here again means security police. 


Did the SD have anything at all to do with 


No 

Q Look now on page 2 at the bottom, there it 
says: "One d ficeg,l4 field policemen of the SD were 
grouped against the terrorists, one terrorist is being 
shot and thirty six persons arrested. What does "SD" 
mean in this case? 

A "sp" again points to the security police. 

Q Did the SD have anything to do with that? 

A Nothing whatsoever. 

Q In a der to save time, I don't want to 
talk about the individual cases in this day book in which 
the SD is being mentioned. Will you look on page 4, 
page 8, page 79, page 81? In all of these cases wh o 


is meant by the "SD"? 
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A In all of these cases the group whim this 
means is Amt four of the Security Police. 

«X, In all of these cases did the SD have mything 
to do with it* 

A No. 

Q I just want to mention the remark on page 58 
especially. This remark is concerning a case sent in by the 
Prefect of Lecturn? as to whether wounded prisoners could 
be brought in xxx as prisoners of war, The Headquarters 
aw Head Command decided that these wounded are to be treated 
like bandits œ partisans and to be turned over to the 
obwehr of the SD. Who is meant by the SD in this case? 

A Once again in this case that Ampk Amt four 
refers to the military abwehr, 

Q Did the SD interior a foreign information 
group œ intelligence groups have anything to do with 
this case? 

A Noe 

Q Could the d ficers of the f@eign or interior 
intelligence gro up, could they have done anything with 
these wounded? 


A No, they were not informed at all concerning 


the question of terrorists and what is to be done with 


thome 
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Q Do you have anything at all to say in regard 
to this remark? 

A I only want to state that the fighting of 
terrorists was also a job of the military abwehr or defense 
and fran wnat I have seen in this war log book I have 
noticed that the general diagrar for corresponding area 
commanders are at command posts in each of these cases. 

The security police and military abwehr were doing their 


duty here in order to strengthen group l, I believe. 


Q I now present you document 547 equal to RF 


393 in the French language. Will you look at the second 
page? There it is regarding the SD is mentioned, and tell 
me whether once again it was a mistake with the SD and that 
actually the security police is meant? 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: Does the Prosecution have 
the document? 

DR. GAULICK:  YMNXX No. 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: Would you like to look 
at thos docuw nt? 

M. MONNERAYs Yes. 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: You may proceed. 
BY DR. GAULICK: 

Q I asked the question whether œ nd here 

once again there has beáàn a mistake in identity, that 


is, whether once again the security police is meant by 
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A Yes, once again there is a mkx mis-statement 


in the translation, 


Q I now present to you Our Document 110, U SA 333, 


it is concerning an order according to which persons that 
had lynched allied fliers are to be protected. Was this 
an ader of Himmler in regard to the French? 

A No. 

Q For what reason? 

A There were not enough Vermans in France to 
make, this order wa thwhile, and for the French population 
that æ der was not .of any impor tance, 

Q I now come to Figure "G" of the Trial Brief 
on page 48 of the German. It is called "Nacht und Nabel", 
I present to you this document L-90, USA 505, that is 
the SNAGKXXAKX "Nacht und Nma Nabel" order of the 12 
December, 1941, together withthe directions Œ use, cr 
how that is supposed to be carried out, from the 2 February, 
1942, from the High Command of the Army and called a direct- 
ive of xx 2 Febrwry, 1942, as to how it is to be carried 
out. Was the SD used in France to carry out these 
orders and these directives? 

A No. 

Q I now put bef e you the œ der of the Chief 
of the Security Police of the SD of the 24 June, 1942, 

It is the document PS 668, USA 504. Was the SD used 


in the execution of the measures that are cóhtained 





m 4, pepe B MIM MN 


Cook H0928 
1500 - 1600 


May 31, 1946 


in this order? 

A No, 

Q I esent you four more œ ders concerning this 
"Nacht und Nabel" order, It is a secret order from 
Hitler of the 30 July 1944 from the High Command of the 
Amy of the 2nd of September, 1944, the 18th of August, 
1944, o from the 8, 18th, 1944, They are documents 
762, GB 298, PS 835, USA 528, 763 GB 300 and D764, 

GB 299, Please read through these documents and tell me 
whether these œ ders were carried out in France &nd if 
they were carried out, whether they were carried out 

by the SD? 

A I do not know anything conceming the execution 
of these orderse I do not know also whether my successa@r 
received these derse If these orders went to the higher 
SS and police leaders and Chief of the Security Police, 
then it was not the duty of the SD to carry out these 
orders, Whether or not the SD was yet in France after 
August, 1944, œ whether it had been pulled out by tnat 


time, I do not know. I only know that the Chief up to 


then d' Amt 3, I know that he was pulk d out of France 
at the same time, and I don't know whether a successor 
had been named for him. 


Q When was the leader of group 3 recalled? 
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Also around the 20th of August. 

aq Now, please look at the document D-762, that 
is No. 2. To whom where the terrorists and saboteurs 
tobe handed over? 

A The nearest local office of the security 
police and the SD 

Q And xmixxwzkx who were these officers who 
were in charge of the security police of SD. 

A Group 4, because it's duties were concerning 
terror activities and sabotage activities. 

Q Now look at the Document D-76353, There it 
says they are to be handed over to the SD. 

A In this case only it can be once again the 
so of ten mentioned erra , that because of the sha tness 
of "SD", there is a mistake and it was supposed to mem 
security police and SD offices. 

Q Now, look at Razg Document D-764, What 
does it mean concerning the handing over to the SD for 
work use? 

A It coul&í be that these persons were supposed 
to be handed over to work camps of the State Police @ 
that —— into the scope of the work of the or ganiz- 
ation Sonderkommando? I ought to say this œ der,mxuiXX it would 
not have been possible to effect this a der in France, 
since in France there were no German work education 


camps and that the security police did not work xmx 
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together with the organization Sonderkommando? on this 


work. 


Q If you say the SD had nothing to do with it, 


how do you explain the sentence: "To the SD for work use?" 

A I declare that it was once again the same before 
mentioned error, and in this document it is wrong, in gx 
5-A. It is mommask correct in No. 4, as it should have been 
it is in No. 4, but in 5-A it is incorrect. 

Q Did the SD work together with the German work 
organization or the French œ ganizations that were to 
provide persons for this work ad ganization? 

A The SD had nothing to do with the c arrying 
out of such orderse He did, however, repart concerning 
the orders and the feeling of the French population 
concem ing these orders? 

(A recess was taken) 
CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: We may as well proceed, 
BY DR GAULICK: 

Q You testified that the SD only repar ted on 
labor and finances, were these reports purely objective 
one s? 

A Yes, they were reports of sentiment and opinion, 
and &t the same time, the number of manpower which had 


been requested and recruited was included. 
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Q These reports were then objective reports on 
public feeling and opinions concerning the measures taken 


on labor employees, that is correct? 


A tes, they reported on information and intelli- 
which 
gence repor ts/had been received concerning measures taken 


by French and German authorities . 
Q I should now lik to submit to you an @ der 
by the Army 4igh Command on 4 September, 1944, concerning 
the "Nacht und Nebel" decree, as No, D-766, GB $01. Will 
you please look at it and tell me whether this decree 
became in France - 
M. MONNERAY: I object. I think if 
witness wasn't in France he could not testify. 
DR. GAULICK: Then my question will run as follows: 
Q Witness, do you know whether any German of ficers 
at all were still doing duty in France in September of the 
year 1944? 
A tes. 
Q Can you answer the qu stion as to whether this 
decree was put into effect in September, 19447 
A No, I cannot. 
Q Summarizing, do you want to say, if in these 
documents we find repeated notes concerning the handing 
over of persons to the SD in France, would you say that 


these notes were misleading? 
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Yes, 


CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: Was he working in France in 


ents f 


the years’ up to 1942? 
DR. GAULICK: Ne, Until 1944. 
_CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: aiirignt. Will you limit 
fjou testimony m o ts Dériol of tims when he was in 
France? 
DR. GAULICK: The witness was in France until 
a short time before the Allied Occupation of France. 
CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: Well, my point is this: 
Dr. Gailick, will you repeat your last question? 
BY DR. GAULICK: | 
Q Is the remark “handing over of persons to the 
SD in France" a remark which we find on numerous documents, 
& misleading one? 
CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: You moan documents submitted 
to him or in all documents: 
DR. GAULICK: Yese 
CAPTAIN TUSRIDY: In the documents which have 
been submitted to him? 
DR. GAULICK: Yes. 
BY DR GAULICK: 
is the meaning Jf "handing over to the SD"? 
means handing over to the executive depart- 


ment of department 4 of the security police. 


YO 
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Q Is it, therefore, correct to sa,as the Prose- 


cution has maintained, I refer to one document of the minutes 
of the meeting d 6 April, 1946, document, 06905 P7290, 
handing over tothe SD means "handing people over to be sent 
in to concentration camps and executed?" ‘The question 
refers to France and to the time in which you were in France? 


A No, it is not carrect, 
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OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT OF TESTIMONY FOR THE 
DEFENSE OF ORGANIZATIONS, TAKEN BEFORE 

A COMMISSION APPOINTED BY TES INTERNATIONAL 

MILITARY TRIBUNAL PURSUANT TO PaRaGRAPH 

4 OF THE ORDER OF THD TRIBUNAL DATED 
18 MARCH 1946, yN 


COMMISSIONERS: 


Mr. Igor V. Rasumov 
Captain Joseph Tubridy 


(The Commission convened at 1115 hours) 
HELMUT KNOCEHZX, a witness, took the stand and testified as 
follows: 
BY CaPTaliy TUBRIDY: 
Your full name, please? 
Helmut Knochen. 
Will you repeat this oath after me: 
I swear by God, the Almighty and Omniscient, that I will speak 
the pure truth and will withhold and adc. nothing. 
The witness repeated 
18, HANS GAWLIK: I questioned this witnsss concerning the duties, 
goals anc. methods of the S.D. in Franco, as well as of the parts that made 
up tha S.D. in France. I want to state definitely that I will limit my 
questions to France. 
BY DR. GAWLIK: 
What was your duty in France? 
I was from May, 1942, Chief of the Security Police and the S.D. 
What job did you have from 1940 to 1922 in Franco? 
à I was in charge of an office of the Sscurity ministry and which 
at that time was organized by Standartonfushrer 
How long did you have that job? 
A I had thet job until my appointment as chief of the Security 
Police, in May, 1942, 
From when? 
After the occupation cf Paris in June, 1940, 
Under whom was the Police in France? 


The Polico acministration was under the military commanc. 
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Q During the whole tine? 


A From 1940 to 1942 entirely; but with the naming of a higher 


S.S anc police official, part of the police dutios went over to the S.S 


anc. Polizeifuhrer. 

@ Wao was your superior officer as chief cf the Security Police 
and SD. in France? 

à The highor S.S and Police Chief, General Oberg. 

Qq What units wore under you as chiof of the Security Police and 

e 
SoD. in France? 

A It was usually the security commandants that wore at the place, 
at the office of the French regional prefects. That is, tho chief of a 
certain region.  Thero were 16 commanders. 

4 I would like now to know from you the relation of these 
security police and S.D. in France. Was that a united group or dic the 
S.De remain as a single organization? 

A Tho SDs remained independent within the office of the chief 
of the Security Police ané the varicus commanders of Security Police 
detachments. 

Do you know what is meant uncer "Personal Union"? 
Yes, I understand fron that, the composition cf various officer 
under one leader, under 

« nà isn't it also one of the cther facts that various units had 
to retain independent with the exception that they hac one and the 
chief? 

A Yes, that I understand. 

n Therefore, between the Security Police, the SeDe, was 


such a personal union? 


other; the answer is yes or Noe 
he whole answer? 
CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: I dcn't think the record is quite clear, as it 
is now. 
Me HENRI MOI ERAY: I ask that tho witness not read from the paper. 


He has been long enough in France to 
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know his own ^rganiza 
BY CAPTAIN TUZAIDY: 


Will you dispense with your n tes anc answer without then. 


4 They are just a few notos, not any answors, and up to now I 


Aid not uso any of then. 
Well, could you pleasa answer without using then? 
BY Di. GAVLIÉ: 
ow many S»De officers were there in France? 


There were as many S.D. officers as thoro we commanders. 
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A. All such camps in France were solely under the jurisdiction of the 
Military Vommander. 

4e was the SD ever called upon to direct, manage or guard any personnel 
of war camps in Franco, 

Ae No, never. 

Qe Did the SD in France hve any special units or formations in order to 


select people who were undesirable for political or racial reasons and to 


execute them? 


I now refer to Letter C of the Triumvirate, 


version. Yo you k»ow of the decree bulletin of March 


I should like to submit "ocument PS 1650 USA 246 ho had to do with 
the carrying out of this decree in France, the Security Police or the SD? 

Neither the Security Police or the SD. 

Then you can answer my next question. Did putting this crder into 
effect belong to the work of the activities of the SD in Franc: 

Noe 


Can you give any definite reason 


ie T NI 
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his decree was issucd by. 
Could you explain what Amt 
Amt. 4 is the executive office e Gestapo. 
Did the SD in France have any executive powor at all? 
Noe 
Ing the SD omoloyed in order to carry out this locreo? 
Noe 
Did the members of the SD know of the existence of tho decrec 
at 211? 
Noe 
Can you give any definite reason for this. 


This decree was never sent to France. 


I now turn to Letter D of the Triumvirate. lore there concontrati or 
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camps in France? 
Yes, there were French concentration camps in Franco, 
In order to clarify the matter, who directed these camps? 
These concentration camps were directed by the French Government 
far as I know before tho ycar 1940. 
le who managed and supervised those camps? 
French Government and its executive offices alonce 
was responsible for sending people into the concentration camps? 
French Policee 
Did the SD have anything to do with sending people into these camps 
or directing these camps, such as guarding or supervising thome 
^A. Noe 
Did the SD evor carry on tortures in the concentration canos? 
No, the SD personnel never cid interfere 
In order to clarify, did the SD carry on 


centration camps e 


“hat other kinds of camps were there in France? 


There were the soscalled Police Detention Camps, which were directed 
he German authoritios, 
ho managed these Police Detention Ci 
The Military Commandant and his M litary administration. 
From which organization were the guards taken for thes 
guards were German soldiers and they were placed at 


of the cams by the German Military authoritics. 


the SD hava anything to do with those Police Detention Comps? 
Did any change as to this take place after the institution of the 
higher SS and Police Fuehror? 
4a 


N 
. NO e 


thcre interment campse 
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ho was placed in interment camps? 
Citizens of those countrios with which Germany was at ware 


a. 


who managed these Internment camps? 
13 L 


the military commandant and the military administratione 


which organization gave tho guards for these camps? 
the Wehrmacht and at the order of the Military Comnancante 
«4. Did the SD carry on any work or have any part at all in these 


Internment camps e 


Vo, not that I know 
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Did tho SD manao any othor prisonar 

No. 

Were thoro labor training caa ps? 

No, in France. 

Did the SD have prisons in France? 

No. 

Who instituted the Wehrmacht Detention Institution; 

Also the military comasncant. 

Did tho SD have anythin; to Go with this? 

No. 

I now refor to Lettor E of the Triunvirstec. Yas it ono of the 
tasks of the SD in France to have a hand in tho ceportiny; of French citizons 


for lobor purposes into Gorucny? 


Q Ves tho SD ever ozployoc for this? 
No. 


Would such tasks bo withii 10 scope of the acti 

in Fronco? 
was rosponsiblo for 

The military government. 
ministry government called the office for Labor Enforcement, 

I now refer to Lottor F of the Triunvircte, pace 47 
12:0 to submit tho Comando orcer cf October 14, 1942, Le Ps 95, U.S. 
Version 501. Did the oxocvticn of this commencder orcer bolong to tho 
of tho SD in Franco. 

No. 

Was the SD employed to arrest any 

so-caLlod commendo activities? 


No, I don't remembar of any casc. 


I rofor you to No. 4 of the Order where it says: "If individ 


menbers of such conmmendocs fall into the hands of the Wehrmachti in 
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way, they are to be handed over to the SD immediately." 


J, 


in contradiction to these statanents in this docroc. 
reply? 


^ 


Putting this order into offoct, carrying out this order would have 


meant an Executive action, but the SD never carricc on any executive wrk, 


that wos the work of the Security Police Department 4. 

Yos, but what is your cxplanation for the tern SD in the Commando 
order? 

I know that tho practise was v 
the initiels SD when it really meant Gestapo 

‘H11 you plecee look at the signature? Who signed this Commande 

Hitler, personally. 

Do you believe that even Hitler could have made this mistake? 

Yos. 

Con you give any more definite reasons? 

take place oven in the highest office? 
the same mistakes 
in Chiof ana by t i ary Conmandant. 
Q You mean to say that the carrying 

Moroly an executive matter. Only the Gestapo and the 
such executive power aml tho SD as an intelligence service 
tive powor and therefore coulc not carry out this order. 

Yes. 

Will you look at the distributio! 
up mythiny as to whether the Security Police tho Security Scorvice were to 
carry out this order. 


It says hore that the lottor was directed by i 


Vv 


o 


Office of tho Security Polico. 


t ' 


What offices wule. have to be mentioned in the distribution 


I don't know if a specification order distribution would 


as to Aut. 3, 4 or 6 in this ordar, but if it wore issued by 
461 
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liin Security Office it would have to be dirocctcdá to amt. 3 or 6, but I don't 


know if any orders which were to be carried out by cxecutive power were evor 
directed to amt. 3 and 6. 

n I should now like to submit a command of tho High Comarn of thc 
army, datec august 2, 1942, P.S. 553, U.S. Vorsion 500. il you please 
read this order through and then tell mo if carrying out this orcer belonged 
to the work of tho SD in Franco? 


not the wrk of the SD to carry out tho exccuticn of this 


Vas the SD in Frcnco ova to put this ordor into effect? 
No. 
Can you clarify your opinion? 
The questions dealing with sabotage or counter or defense sabotage 
| treated by Amt, 4. 
Perhaps you had bottor tell us what jm. 4 was? 
amt. 4 was the cCoportiaont that had to deal with the matter conccrna 
4 of tho Rcichs Mabn Security Office. 
d now like to submit to you a letter of April 5, 1944, PS 


Was the carrying out of this order the work of the SD? 
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Mechan 


SD used to carry out this order? 


already cvidenced by looking at the reference numbers e 
Yes under Letter 6 it says that the Chief of Amte 3 and 6 were being 
handed this order for their information only. It would have said so if carry- 
ing out this order had been one of tho tasks of the SD. <Amte 3 and 6 would 
have had to be mentioned in Paragraph 5 and specific reference would have been 
made to the fact that they were to cooperate with the other offices. 
Qe I don't believe you answered my question if this was proven by the 
reference number, 
ge Yes, t | evidenced from the reference number from the issuing 
office of Amt. 
If it had belonged to the work of the SD, your reference file number 
would have had to be given there? 
Yes, the reference number of a department of Amt. 3e 


T 
i 
J 


nstead of Roman numeral 4, it would have read Roman numeral 3. 


I now refer to a letter of June 23, 1944, dealing with the treatment 
commando members with reference to the commando order of October 18, 1942. 
is a teletype issued by the Commander in Chief Weste It is Document 531-PS 
UeSe 550. «will you please look at tho second last paragraph and note that 
it says that the cases of living members of the commandos that have fallen 
into our hands, are to be turned over to the SD. hat do you say to that? 
Hero the SD has been confused with the Gestapo and the Security 
Police. 
I should now like to refer to Doc. 532-PS, RF 368 and 551-PS also 


+ 


This is the reply to the document that I have just submitted. Bocu- 


ments 531 and 532-PS, ‘his order was not approved by Hitler as stated by 


Biddle in the testimony of April 4, 1946 in the German minutes of the Session, 
page 7188 and 7189. For this reason, the version of the order became Document 


551. In this Document it says that members of allied or enemy forces that fall 
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into our hands alive are to be handed over to the SD. What can you say in 
reply here? 
Here too the SD cannot have been meant, but the Security Police. 
Y I should now like to submit to you a latter order of the Security 
Police and SD of January 5, 1945 = 535-PS, U.S.807. Please look at tho date 
tell me if this decree was carried out in France at adle 


ak 


e the order was issued a long time after I had been in F ance. I was 


^ 


t> 


recalled from France in surust 
State very briefly conditions in France after the allied landing and 

state whether the SD carried out any scitivitics after this date. 

4. Lfter the invasion -- I might even say weeks before the invasion -- 
the entire command of authority was transferred to the military offices. 
Orders issued by the Commander in Chief .jest and the Military Commandant said 
that military offices were to be sclected of which the militory battlo command- 

the work of the SD, as such, could no longer be 

carried out especially concerning reports to the officers as the communications 
to these offices had beon interrupted. This was reporting solely for the in- 


formation of the ficld commandants or by the chief of Amte 3 for the “i litary 


Commandant in France, 


“ould one say that the SD stocked its activitics upon the landing of 


the allies in France, 
Yes, one might say so for there were no further directives issued 


by Amte 3. 


(The Commission adjourned until 1400 hours) 
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The Commissioner or Chicf of the Security Police and tho SD, 


Therefore, was tho SD, that is AMT III or Ait IV, tho organization 


or the group to take ccro of this 
No, it only could have been .MT IV. 
On tho sane page it continues. 
"Aftor conversations with the Chi.f of the Leadership staff, tho 


to get the permission from tho hoadcuarters director," 


Is tho worc SD correct here? 


Office of the Security 


n 1 


On the end of tho cocuient, : ays that the two British prisoners 
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were shot by a group from the Harbor Commissioner Boards, a group with the 
strength of 60 men, together with one office of the SD, on order of the Fuchre: 

COL. GRIFFITH JONES: I wonder if Dr. Gawlik would 
monts wasthis presentod? 

CAPT TUBRIDY: Dre Gawlik, would you give us the document reference of 
that document. 

COL. GRIFFITH JONES: I have got the number of it, I would like to know 
in what Prosecution Document book it was put in, or what particular presenta- 
tione 

DR, GAJLIKs I will check thate 

COL. GRIFFITH JONES: Porhaps Dr. Gawlik will let mo know later. 

DR. GAWLIK; Yes inik it was presonted in court during the meeting 
in court, and + will sec - ean give you the number of thc periodicale 
BY DR. GANLIK: 

*". hat do you have to say to this? 

Jhat was tho last questione 
Yoneerning tho officer of the SD that w^s takine parte 
He probably was not œ member of Ant III, but a member of Amt IV that 


handed back these prisoncrs tc ) tavy after their questioning. 

Maybe you can sive a more specific reason why it probably was not 
member of imt III, but a member of Lmt IV? 

In this phase, it is e-ncomine defensive questioning, ond especially 
when it concerned matters of Pense the did , do any questioning 
whatsoever. 

part of the dutics of the SD in France 
executions? 

Noe 

I now present to you a locumont, F-1244, same as RF-124-, 
concerning a refusal for clemency by the high court, the hi hcst military 


court with the Army in France on the 6th of Aurust 1942. Read the document. 


(Document presented to witness, who reads same.) 


ere those three French citizens sentenced by a court of the SD? 
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Maybe you can give mo a moro specific reason for that? 
e It is clear, from the document, that it is a sentence of a court 
martial of tho military commissioners of France. Once in Evreux, and once in 


E,inale 


Ye Jere there any SD courts in France? 


N o e 


Jid the SD have anything to do with the execution of witnesses? 


Therefore, is the statement by the “rosecution, during tho qucstion- 
ing of Keitel on 8 April 1946 on pare 7377 of the German transcript, that he 
was at one time so i$ an appeal court for the SD in Franco correct? 

NO, 

Can you give the reason for that? “hy that is not correct? 


Ae From this letter, it is cvicent that the high military court with the 


military commissioner in France had rendered these sentences, anc that the 


appeals for clemency were on a military basis to Hitler, in one case. 
le I do not think your explanation is clear enourhe, This documont was 
presented by the Prosecution to prove that Keitel actually was a sort of 
appeal court for tho SD at timose 
I ask you now, did the SD have anything to do with the sentencing and 
with the execution of the sentence? “tho sentenced these three citizens? 
Ae The military c urts, 
‘ho refused a clemency appeal? 
General Field Marshall Keitele 

ånd who executed the sentences? 

These three men + .t were sentenced to death were executed in 
connection with thc reprisal of the hirher SS and pelice leaders, Otherwise, 
all three of them would have been shot by the military court, and its executive 
commance In other words, they were shot together, or with those that were 
sentenced to death in connection with the reprisal measurementse 


le I therefore ask you now, were they shot by members of the SD 


| VNU 
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members of the other organization? 
They were not shot by the SDe 
I now come to the document PS$-1276, US-520. It is a letter from the 
Chief of the Security Folice and the SD, dated 17 June 1944, and it concerns 
the arrest of various parachuters of French nationality in British uniforms. 
In the document, it is stated that these members of the commando groups were 
handed over to the security Policee On the orisinal document, there is 
note which reads: 
"They were arrested by tho SD" 
This remark is from a German >fficee I now ask you, if it says on the 
original document that these members of the commando troops were handed ovor 


to tho Security Police, would it neccssarily mean that they were arrested 


by the SD? 


ITI 
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á No; the remark is wrongi 
(Document is shown to witness.) 

LT. WHITNEY HARRIS: I think it is proper that the documents be 
shown to the Tribunal in order that the relation of these entries be noted. 
The two entries that defense counsel has reference to are in widely se- 
parated paragraphs, and I think that the witness should see the document so 
that he is aware of that fact. 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: Lt. Harris, do you have reference to this parti- 
cular document? 

LT. WHITNSY HARRIS: Yes, this particular document that he is 
referring to right nowe 


CAPTAIY TUBRIDY: May I have your objection again, Lt. Harris? 


LT. WEITNEY HARRIS; Counsel has stated — he has put a hypothetical 


question to the witness in asking him if the ác cunent states that these 
parachuters were to be turned cver to the Security Police. Then the 
notation opposite that entry, that the arrests were made by the SD, is 
presumably erroneous, whereas in fact, upon the document, that notation is 
made opposite an entry which refers to the Security Police and the SD, in 
paragraph l of the documente In other words, I àc not think that Co 

has accurately described this document in his question tc the witness. 

DR. GAWLIK: It says here, before the lest Paragraph: 

"I consider it essentisl that the necessary orders should also be 
given from there in order that the individual unit of the armed forces may 
not, as has often been the case, interpret them wrongly and turn the commando 
troops over to the Security Police instead of slaughtering them in combat 
or if they retreat," 

In this sentence I alsc want to point out that tho Security police 
is mentioned, an not the SD. In other words, they were to be handed over 
to the Security Police and there is n^ mention of the SD at ell. 

LT, WHITNEY HARRIS: If the Court please, my whole point is that 
this paragraph refers to the handing over to the Security Police by the army. 
It does not refer to the original arrest. Presumably, arrests could have 
been made by the SD and Security Police on its Own, in cases where these 
arrests were handed over by the army. I do not see any importance in this 
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entry on the end of the line cpp:site this paragraph to which the counsel 


31 May-M4-2-2 Ahuna, 


has reference, It is the first paragraph which indicates that presumably 


members of the SD did make arrests, presumable, since it was written, as 
ccunsel says, by a member of the SD charged with carrying out this type of 
ordere 
BY DRe GAWLIK: 
e Then I ask the witness, dic tho SD have any orders to arrest po ple? 
A Noe 
CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: Just a minute. Do you concede that the prior 
question should be stricken «ut, Ir. Gawlik? 
DR. GAWLIK: No, wh should it be stricken out? 


CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: Because Lt, Harris has a point in what he 


DR. GAVLIK: I think thet there is a misunderstanding here, ané 
I want to clear up with further questicns that the SD did not have anything 
to do with arresting people, 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: Yes, but you are trying to uso an ine rroct 
entry to do that, and the document is more or less self-explanatory, and by 
questioning the witness in ths manner that you are, a different meaning is 
given than would be by reading the document itself, If you want to question 
tho witness as tc whether the document states what was a common praetico, thon 
you may do so. 

DR. GAWLIK: But jr, Commissioner, I can also ask tho witness 
concerning the remarks on tho edo: of the letter, The witness is the solo 
person who can testify beceuse he was the Commissioner 5f the Security Police 
and SD in France, the person mentione in this letter. The cocumont ecntains 
a mistake with this remark. I « not know whether that is clear. The original 
could prove that this is a mistaka,. 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: Are you attempting to prove that this is a 
nistake? 

DR. GAWLIX: Yes, that is the point of the questioning. 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: Very well. 

WITNESS: May I ask a question concerning this? 

DR, GAWLIK: You may state what you want to say, but you cannot 


ask a question, 
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WITNESS: I notice, after this remark, a question mark, and 


I am wondering whether the rcader was not wondering whether this arrest was 


made by the Security Police or by the military. 
BY DR. GAWLIK: 

ù I ask you, rogarding this quotation, "Therefore errostod by SD", 
is the remark right or wrong? 

A The remark is basically wrong, because this was not the dury of 
the SD. 

« | Read the document anc tell me. 

(Witness reads document.) 
Yes. 

« Who did the arresting, the Security Police or the SD? 

A I suppose from this letter that it was neither the Security Police 
or the SD. 

« If somebody did arrest these poople, who coulda it have been, the 
SD or the Security Police? 

& Then the Security Police, 

4% How do you explain this inecrrect ronerk? 

& That is probably because the name SD was usually used also tc 
designate Security Polices 

œ I now come to the cocument F-257, oqul to RF-405. It is the Fiolà 
Day book of tho Fiol? Command 588, concerning Steff 588. 


COLONEL GRIFFITH JONES: May I have the original? 
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Thoro it says: 
"In tho jA of Issoir, whoro with a 


nino policenen with thc SD, threo torrorists woro arrestod," 


"In the town of Cantal it occurred near Manna: 


mit of 16 field policemen with tho SD and air 
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A Once asain in this case that Aut four refers to the 


military Abwohr. 


Q Did the SD interior or foreign information group or 
intcllisenes groups have anything to do with this caso? 


Could the officers of tho foroirn or intorior intolli- 


p, could they-have done anythins with thoso wounded? 


were not infornod at all concerninre the ques- 


of terrorists and what is to bo dono with thon, 
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have anything at ali to say in regard to this romark? 


a 


want to state that tho fic 
abwohr or iofosso and 
corresponding 
commanders are mand posts in osci o 2S6 Cf Iho sccuri 


hr woro 


I now prosont you nt 547 equal to RF 393 in the fronch languase. 


is mont 


" . - 
c. cumont? 


BY Di. GAULIOXs 

Q I asked tho ion wuobhor or 
a mistake in idont 
meant by SD? 


dd. 


a mise-stotoaont in tho translati 
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tə tho 18th of August, 
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À Also around the 20th of gugust. 

Q Now, please look at the document D-762, that is no.2. To 
were the terrorists and saboteurs to be handed over? 

A The nearest local office of the security police and the SD. 

Q And who were these officers whe were in charge of the security 
police of SD. 

A Group 4, because it's duties were concerning terror activitics 
and sabotage activities. 

Q Now look at the Document D-763,. There it says they aro to be 


handed over to the SD. 


A In this case only it can be cnco again the so often mentioned error, 


that because of the shortness of "SD", there is a mistake and it was supposed 
to mean security police and SD offices. 

@ — Now, look at Document D-764. What does it mean concerning the hand 
ing over to the SD for work use? 

A It could be that these persons were supposed to be hance? over 
to work camps of the State Police or that they came int» the scope cf the work 
of the organization Sonderkommando? I ought to say this order, it would not 
have been possible to effect this order in France, since in France there were 
no German work education camps and that the security police àià not work to- 
gether with the organization Sonderkommando? on this work, 

Q If you say the SD had nothing to do with it, how ĉo you explain 
the sentence: "To the SD for work use?" 

A I daclare that it was once again the same before mentioned error, 
and in this document it is wrong, in 5a. It is correct in X 04, as it should 
have »een lt is in No.4, but in 5-A it is incorrect. 

«4 Did the SD work together with the German work organization or the 
French organizations that were to provide perscns for this work organization? 

A The SD had nothing to do with the carrying out of such sréers. He 
did, however, report concerning the orders and the fecling of the French 
population concernings these orders? 

(a recess was taken) 
CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: We may as well proceeds 
78 
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BY IR. GAULICK: 


Q You testified that the SD only reported on labor and finances, 


were these reports purely objective ones? 


A Yes, theh were reports of sentiment and opinion, and at the same 


time, the number of manpower which had been requested and recruited was 


included. 
q These reports were then objective rsports on public feeling and 
opinions concerning the measures taken on labor employecs, that is correct? 

A Yes, they reported on information and intelligence reports which 
had been received concerning measures taken by French and Germen authorities. 
Q I shculd now like to submit to you an order by the aay Eigh 

Command ^n 4 S2ptember, 1944, concerning the "Nacht und Nebel" decree, as 
No.D-766, GB 301. Will you please lock at it anc tell me whether this decree 
became in France = 
Me MONNERAY: I object. I think if the witness wasn't in 
France he could not testify. 
DR, GAULICK: Then my question will run as follows: 
Q Witness, do you know whether any German officers at all were still 
doing duty in France in September of the year 19447 
A Yos, 
ey Can you answer the questions as to whether this Cecree was put 
into effect in September, 194+? 
A No, I cennct, 
Q Summarizing, do you wert to say, if in these documents we find 
repeated notes concerning the handing over of persons to the SD in France, 


woulda you say that these notes were misleading? 
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à Yos, 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: Was he working in France in the years subsequent 
to 1942? 

DR. GAULICKs Until 19hh. 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: Will you limit your questions and the witnesses 
testimony up to the period of time when he ws in France? 

TR. GAULICK: The witness was in France until a short tine before 
the Allied Ocev.pation of Frances 

CARTAIN TUBRIDY: Vell, my point is this} Dre Gaulick, will you 
repeat your last questions? 
BY Dr. GULICK: 

E Is the remark "handing over cf persons to the SD in Frmce" a 
remark which we find on numerous documents, a misleading one? 

CAITiIN TUBRIDY: You mean documents submitted to him or in all 
docunent s? 

DR. GLULICK: Yese 

CAITAIN TUBRIPY: And in the documents which have been swmitted 
to him? 

DR. GAULECK: YeSe 
BY DR. GsULICK: 

What is the meaning of “handing over to the Sn"? 

h This means handing over to the executive departments of department 
h of the security police, 

A Is it, therefore, correct to say, as the Frosecution has w ain- 
tained, I referto one document of the minutes of the mecting of 6 april 
19h6, document P7290, handing over to the SD means "handing ye ople over to 
be sent in to concentration canps and executed?" The question refers to 
France and to the time in which you were in Fran ce? 

4 No, it is not correct, 

Can you give any reason for your answer? 

da My reason for the answer is that SD work was carried out by Amt 

III and Amt VI. This work was taken care of by station area offices in 


France, and these departments never had any executive powers, 
480 
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G I now read to you letter "K" cf the trial brief, pge 51, whereas 
this concerns the seizuree Who confiscated the religious, scientific, and 
art archives in France? 
Every confiscation was carricd though by the military government. 
Vid the SD have any powcr of seizure in France? 
Noe 
Dic the SD have ahand in the seizures? 
No, not that I know ofe 
é I now ref.r to third degree hearing letter "L" of tho trial bricf. 
Did the SD in France carry on any hearings or examinations? 
No, 
% Lid the SD in France have the right to carry on hesrings and 
examinations? 
No, the SD did not have this richt. 
Did the SD carry out the third degree interrogations? 
Noe 


Á Did the SD in France hand over peo. de for examination and interro- 


z 


gations to any other offices of a military or police character? 


Noe 

I now turn to crimes azainst humanity. Concerning the persecution 
of Jews in France, ‘What measures were taken against the Jews in France? 

Laws wcre issued in France by the German 2uthoritics of the offices 


of the military commander, as well as the French laws of the 
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French authorities concerning Jews. TI II Il TIT 


H0928-0089 


n Ss 


tiho caused the Jews to be deported from France? 
These dopo ions were carried »ut at Himiler's initiative, who had given 
rresponding di bives to military goverment, and against whom the administra- 
tive ordurs were directed. 
aan office hal a hand in this matter? 


7 1 


ras taken in by the so-called Jewish Department of the Reich hain 


Security Office to special department in charge of which was Oborsturnbann- 


fuchrer Sichmann, who had these deputies in i Ce It w organized as belonging 


all between 


whrer Dannecker in 19h. 


questions at the order of imt 1 


tructions from Jichnann 


states the title which reads as follows 


Jewish actions of the Departm 
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France." Considering this heading, my 


1 


SD have anything t. do with this handling oi the Jewish 


D 


SD ha: nothing Ao with this cepartment for “ewish quos- 


Devartment 111 reccived orders or measures ainst Jew 


-— ; T 
a ane s+ ^ ^ n^n» 
as man; Lh ALI í ] rrance 


There it says Q x Ita f tho departrr 


the institution of a Jewish newspaper." icco 
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3 term 
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Department & member 


5 lem dia 
only know tha 


£ s. x. X7 
for Amt 1V 


amember of amt 111 which is 


: T 1 £ m+ rm 1 
n "Judon-roferat for t 


no 
tho question through, 
various offices, Gorman anc F 


of the Reich Main Security Office, 


“ein Security rolico and the SD. 


l3 yy" Ya = e 1 
uimnler s decrees, and 


camo 


that in the course of conversations tat 
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tary an politi authorities of tho samo mistakc. 
S given as menber of the SD with ut making or going to the trouble 


i stinction between Departments 111 and VL, which was the informati o: 


intelligence dopartment. 
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Q Lid Amt IV belon; to the Security Police, would you say that is 
corroct? 

A Yes, it was the Gestapo offices 

Q Have I understood you correct.y? Do you mem to say that here too 
the term "SD" was meant to designate an office of the Security Police? 

À Yes, surelye 

Q Would this be true of all cases wherein this report the mention is 


of the man in charge of tho Jewish questicn? 


third line from the top. It says "Obersturmfuchrer 
Dannackor said "That here we arc only concerned with solving the questic 
generally, and that the SD must have possibilities of oxecuting the 


transmitted to ite These orders of the Reich Main Sccurity Office were 


final solution orderse We mean directed against the extermination of tho Jews, 


anc the SD was to carry out these orders," ‘hat can you say in reply? 

A The SD had nothing to do with the question, as they held in the entire 
question o? Jewish immicration or ceportation,as this was the special task of 
tho specia. Referat department. The SD had nothing to do with this here, 

It is a mistake, or I might perhaps say it is a negligent work where a short 
desicnation as "D" was used for SD and Security FPolico, 

Q Turn to the last poracraph on pase 27e There it says, "Therefore, 
the information given by Ministerialrat Dre Stortz is important with the 
directions -- with the work of Vallat, and future directions in this matter 
arc to be handled by the SD." hat docs the "SD" mem here? 

à Here it means Jewish Special Department for the SD, which as I already 


ds «J- 3 f? J > oy 
testified hac 


nothing to do with this nattore 
Q Turn to nace 604. Here mention is made of concentration camp actions, 


according to which the French Police took into custody the 3,000 Jewse Did 


the SD in France have anything to do with this measure? 


Q I should like to submit to you adocument Noe F-1219, and also one Noe 
F-1217. “hese documents concern deportation of Jews from Francee Please 


read these documents after looking at the reference number, and tell me 


^nt 
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whether the SD in Fpance had anything to do with these transports cf Jews? 


^ 


A Noe The SD had nothing to do with these measures. This is evident 
rom the reference numbers, Amt IV, and, secondly, that the head of Department 
III was not informed of this, and head of Department IV likewise was not 
nf orncce 

Q In both the documents, Nose 1217 and 1219, is this shown by the 
reference numbers? 

Ro “erence number J shows that there can be no question of an SD 
department heree 

Q What would be the reference number if the SD had had a part in these 
measures? 

A The reference number would have been begun with the number 3, 

Q I mould like now to submit document Fe1210 to you, entitled, "Jews" 
dated 22 February 1912. Under Noe l it shows "Task of the Security Police 
in Fpancee" Can you by reason of this document tell me, or give reasons 
whether t SD hac anything: to 

can, Thks is again evident from the re 

ayin:;, that it is being put on filo at Amt IV. 
x» that this is the reference number of the Reich Security Office, 


know Jewish questions were filed under lB but it micht have been 
o any rato, it shows that this is a matter concerned with "\" as is 
the reference nunbore 
Further on mention is made i his document of "Tuesday conferences in 
What was the purpose of these Tuosday conferences e 
as I know I myself never took part in any cf these Tuesday 
conferencese The purpose was to inform all offices concerned, and to keep 


3 3 


thom informe y means of these confci'enceSe 


Q Which wore? 
4 The work that had to be doro ^y the German aithorities in order to 
solve anc. settle the question that helped the French authorities to take care 
c deportation of Yewse 
Q Did the SD take part in these Tucsday conferences? 


I do not believe soe 
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Q Is this not shown by the document? 

A In this document only the departments taking regular part in these 
conferences were mentioned, as the military authorities, the readministrative 
offices, the German Embassy, and the actions Einsatzstab and the’ group west 
Rosenberge There is no mention of the special representative of the SDe 


Q If it had been the commission of the SD to take part in the 


transporting and deportation of Jews fron France, w ould tho rgpresentatives 


of the SD have təkən part regularly in these Tuesday conferences? 

A Yos. 

COLONEL PPOOKLART: I object and ask it be stricken. He asked if that 
is to be so and so, It is | "If" so and so happenede I 
cbject on that foundation, that is, speculative. 


DR. GAWLIK: Then I shall word my question diff erentlye 
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BY DR. GAWLIK; 

Q Would the fact that a representative of tho SD Aid nct take part 
rogularly, or in any part of these Tuesday conferences mean thet it was not 


the missicn of the SD to participate in measures against the Jews in France? 


COLONEL FROOKHART; The witness already said the SD had nothing 


to do with it. I do not know where we are ging on a question of this kind. 
DR. GAWLIK: I shall word by questicn this way, then, 
SY IR. GAWLIK; 

Q Dià tho cfficəs that woro to participate in measures against tho 
Jews in France takə part in these Tuesday conferences? 

COLONEL KaRSV: Tho witness did not take part at all in these 
conferences, so how Goes he know who took pert in them there, 

DR. GAWLIK: The witness was commander of the Security Police 
and Security Service in France, 

CAPTAIN TUBRIDY: You might ask the witness - - 

IR. GAWLIK: In order to save time I shall withdraw the 
question. 

DR. GAWLIK: I shoulda like tc ask anothor question. 
BY DR. GAWLIX: 

m I should now like to submit document No,1226, concerning the 
deportation of Jews to Auschwitz on le July 1942. Look at tho reference 
number, and toll mo whothor the SD participated in this? 

A The reference number 4 J again shows that the Jewish Department 
alone was concerned with these measures. Wo other department was informed 
in this remark. If mention is mace here of a SD commander in Bordeaux, this 
menticning can only refor to commandant of the SD and. Security Police of 
Bordeaux. It obvicusly shows that here again, and in the office itself, 
this abbreviation "SD" was used to mean SD and Security Police, 

Q And who at the cfficə of the SD ana Security Police worked on thəse 
matters, the SD or the Security Police? 

A This matter was taken caro of noithor by the SD nor the Security 
Police; by the SD in no case at all. The co: manders were inforined of this 
special department wherein French authorities took measures against Jews, and 


&S a commandant he had to be informed. This document tells me that 1f the 
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mention is made of Jews who were stateless, and whose number had evidently 
been estimated by French offices, and this number was then immediately 
transnitted tc the Reichsministry Security Office. 
Q I should like tc submit to you document Nof-1235, =- = RF-1235,. 
It is a teletype of the chief of Security Police and $D in Lyon, Department 
BDS in Paris, and Department IV. Did the SD have eny hand in tho arrest of 
these 41 Jewish children, and the Jewish personnel? 
A Wo. 
«4 In the ncte at the bottom a Dr. von "2", and Obersturmfuehrer 
Brunner, Who was Obersturmfushrer Brunner? 
A Brunner was Dannecker's successor, for Dannecker was dismidsed by 
me in September 1942, a member of tho SD of Aut III or VI. 
Q I mean, of course, when he took ovor the office here? 
A Yo, he was Bichmann's deputy, and worked for this speciel department 
called 4B. 
q Who was Dr. von "B1? 
& Dr. von "D" does not mean anything to me. I cannot toll or remomber 
who he might have been, 
« Under No.2, Obersturmfuchrer Roel is mentioned. Who was he? 
A I believe that Obersturnfuchror Roel or Roodke or Roedpe of the 
Jewish Department is meant. 
Q Was he member of tho offices of Amt III or Amt VI? 
A Wo. 
DR. GAWLIK: No further questions. 
CAPTAIN TUSRIDY: We will adjourn, and start cross exarina- 
tion Monday morning. 
DR. WEISGERBER: I have at least as many question as my 
colleague. 


CAPTAIN TUSRIDY: What organization is that? 


DR, WEISGERBER: With the Gestapo. 


CAPTAIN TUSRIDY: Wo will adjourn until Monday morning. 


(The Commission adjourned until Monday, 3 June 1946 


at 1000 hours) 
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